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Dear Josh V 

Thanks far the kind remarks an my July F’NAS paper m It was 
gratifying ta have a dividend after I had closed my lab and not 
expected tu make another contribution to the body Ias opposed to 
the sacio%agyf of scier-lce‘, FL!t it was disappointing that the 
rxpts. proved indecisive, and I haven’t been able to think nf 
better one5 r beyond encuuraging those with the requisite stiillr; 
to measure the levels of repair enzymes, etc. 11 in aged cl.\ltt.trez:. 
I’m not sure the Hanawalt paper that you sent offer-s much support 
for my speculation, since it repcx-ts increazxsd repair, rather- 
than increased mutation, as a result of transcriptinn. And 
thanks for the re,f:er-enczes ur? tran!xriptian and sensitivity to 
Z)lwAse s 

1 al “:I:‘> thank you. for correcting my distorted reeol lertion of ,the 
r-ale uf multiple aromatic a~otrophy in the discovery i?f 
trt~i~sducti cx7 Y and If will send a capy of this letter, as a 
correction 9 tc3 Inm Brnck. Eut J: think the essence of my earlier 
inter-pretaticxi is correct 9 in the following way. The one-step 
first mutaticx7 in yaur- derivatir3n nf L.&-22, to a requirement fur 
“l”yr pl 1.1~. F’he ? cciu1.d have heen a 1 caky midltip3.e aramatic 
acrxotraph 9 and the set::ond mutati on 9 adding a requirement for Try ‘I 
could have been a secrc?nd 9 I.ess leaky mutation the same gene -- clr- 
it could have been located ‘I as you assumed 1 in a cotransducible 
trp gene. The map that yc~u resent A-~CMS that catransducti on ws.!.e; 
possible (and 1: susp@~t more 1 i ke1.y) ‘f but I don ‘t knaw whether 
these mutations were ever mapped t.u rrett.le the matt.er. 

I enjoyed yaw Ekmetirs article cm indirect selecticm. __--_...-.- -..“..1’-.” ~tiave yuc.! 
sent a copy to Cair-ns?) I particularly appreciat.ed 
ynur f aver abl e reference tn Landman /I His abservations on a self.-- 
perpetuating phenotypic change have al ways seemed to me to f cxus 
~?cx-i an i. nteremti ng prnbl em ? but perhaps its his fault that he 
clicli~ ‘t build csn them. :C mr.rst al.50 comment. on ycxkr  capacity f c:fr 
far-ranging ar;soci r-7ti nns .-.- though I have been deeply i ntere~ted 
i 1-1 Ed Wi 1 SWt ’ e) war k an e;oc i ob i ul ogy (partly because we were both 
victims c~f the lOcia ideoI.(~gistsi 3 it never would have occur-red 
ta me TV 1 ink sib select.ian in bacteria to the problem of the 
genetic basis of altruism! I have one minor criticism: the term 
“pew.: adaptati an” daes not seem ta me 5ufficiently !x?lf-- 
expI.anatory. 



I ‘m enc:lclsing F:.Ejme other i terns t.hat. might interest you. The anal 

on the human gename project is in a new publication, a news 
bulletin of the NII-I Alumni FIE?SUC. 5 which invit.ed it,, I wonder 
whether you share my view that the project has mutated in ways 
that make it increasingly difficult. to justify su.ch a set-aside, 
when vir-tuall y al l other areas (except those relat.ed to AIDS:) are 
starving D The one to NYHEv. Enoks will probably not be 
pub1 i shed q and I suspect you would feel that I should not weaken 
my influence in &her areas by coming back to !x.xh a touchy 
subject- (I But in this case I am not taking up cudgels agai nr;t 
a,f + i r mat i ve act i on : ra.ther 9 it is the extraordinary lengths t.u 
which cjur- NfiS wi 11 naw go in order- not to rack the boat L1 The 
l.et.ter m ight pr afitably have mentioned a consideration that 
struck:: me 1 ater : just as the Amer. Civil Lib. Csssoc. emphasizes 
the principle that defense of offensive behavior is precisely 
what tests civil l.iberties, so it is conflicts between scientific 
,findings and treasured precnnceptions that precisely t.est 
dedication to t.he objectivity of science. 

Bernard I3. Davis 


